principle, ine ivm i UK coum aiso oe usea in an elimination moae, by reprocessing and recycling its spent fuel. Reprocessing this fuel would be complex, however, and MHTGR advocates have not pursued this approach in recent years.
As indicated above, it is too soon to choose among these options. Additional research is desirable to clarify the issues involved in elimination options in general and to identify the most promising options for that purpose.
CONCLUSIONS
Figure 6-5 summarizes the committee's judgments concerning the long-term disposition options described in this chapter. Any figure of this kind can only be an illustrative overview of the options and issues; by their nature, such figures are oversimplifications. Moreover, these ratings are inevitably judgmental. The committee chose to use only three ratings—high, moderate, and low—because the information available cannot confidently support more detailed assessments. This inevitably means that there may be wide variations among options that receive the same rating; two options might each be expensive enough to be rated as having "high" cost, for example, but one might be several times as expensive as the other.
The committee has not attempted to reach an "overall" rating for each option, since readers may rank the criteria differently. Such an overall rating cannot be reached simply by averaging highs and lows across columns. For example, as described earlier, the committee does not consider indefinite storage an acceptable option, because the black mark under "risks of recovery"—with all it implies for the risks of theft, breakout, and the arms control and nonprolifera-tion regimes—more than outweighs the low risks and costs of this option.
Criteria. All the criteria are described in the negative, so that "high" corresponds to high risks or costs, whereas "low" is a more favorable rating.
The first three columns of the chart are all related to the speed with which an option could be accomplished, which the committee considers to be one of the principal criteria for choice (discussed under "Risks of Storage" in the text). "Technical Uncertainty" affects both timing and the degree of assurance of success, as does the following column, "Difficulty of Public/Institutional Acceptance." The latter category includes licensing and public approval issues, and, where necessary, issues related to the approval of international parties. The third column, "Time to Execute," refers to the time required for implementation once the obstacles represented by the first two columns have been overcome—that is, once development is complete and the requisite licenses and approvals have been obtained. This includes the time required for any necessary facility construction or modification, and the time during which the option would be processing the excess plutonium stock.ly that the development of such fuels for reactors not already designed to use them (the HTGR being the main example of a reactor type designed to employ nonfertile fuels) could provide an advantage large enoueh to iustifv the reauired level of effort.o   o«^   ,,^™=j:«»«ui«     _____   *...   .._i______    ______«.u~_: U.S. Government Printine Office. Mav IQQIVbe reached, doing so would almost certainly be time-consuming, delaying
